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WORKING  COMMITTEE  MINUTES 


The  first  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  was  held  at  9 : 00  a.m.,  on  Wed- 
nesday, July  3,  1968,  at  the  Green  School  in  Uppsala,  Sweden. 

Attendance 

The  following  were  present : 


Officers  : 

Professor  J.  R.  Nelson,  Chairman 

Bishop  H.-H.  Harms,  Chairman  of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and 
Order 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  Meyendorff,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 
Bishop  C.  H.  W.  DE  SoYSA,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 

Members  : 

Principal  L.  G.  Champion 

Professor  N.  Chitescu 

Principal  R.  E.  Davies 

The  Rev.  Professor  G.  Florovsky 

Professor  W.  F.  Groff 

Professor  W.  H.  Lazareth 

Professor  R.  Mehl 

Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 

Dr.  T.  Taylor 

Substitute  : 

Professor  N.  Young  (for  Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey) 

Staff: 

Archpriest  V.  Borovoy 

The  Rev.  R.  Groscurth 

Dr.  G.  F.  Moede 

Dr.  L.  ViscHER 

Dr.  J.  D.  ZiziouLAS 

Guests  : 

Professor  D.  W.  Hay 

Bishop  L.  Newbigin 

Minute  Secretary  : Mrs.  R.  Sbeghen 

Apologies 

Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from  : 
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Metropolitan  Chrysostomos  of  Myra,  Professor  E.  R.  Fairweather,  Pro- 
fessor H.  Flottorp,  The  Rev.  S.  Nomenyo,  Professor  H.  E.  Sawyerr,  Pro- 
fessor J.  E.  Skoglund,  Professor  J.  Smolik. 

Opening  of  the  Meeting 

The  meeting  was  opened  with  prayer  by  the  chairman  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission. 


Minutes 

The  minutes  of  the  previous  meeting,  held  at  Bristol,  England,  were  approved 
and  signed  by  the  chairman. 

Welcomes 

The  chairman  welcomed  two  new  staff  members  on  the  Faith  and  Order 
Secretariat,  Dr.  Gerald  F.  Moede  and  Dr.  John  D.  Zizioulas.  Dr.  Lukas 
ViscHER  expressed  gratitude  to  the  Greek  Archdiocese  of  the  Americas  which  is 
making  available  the  salary  for  the  Greek  Orthodox  staff  member  for  the  next 
three  years. 

Dr.  ViscHER  explained  the  agenda  and  mentioned  that  only  urgent  business 
would  be  discussed  at  this  short  session ; the  main  work  would  be  done  after 
the  Assembly  at  the  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee.  Main  items  for  this 
meeting  were  the  final  decision  on  nominations  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commis- 
sion to  be  elected  by  the  Assembly,  and  the  preparation  for  the  Assembly  in 
general. 

Nominations 

On  behalf  of  the  Nominations  Committee  elected  at  Bristol  (see  Minutes  of 
the  Working  Committee,  p.  3),  Dr.  Taylor  briefly  reported  on  the  preparations 
for  the  election  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  by  the  Assembly.  He  recalled 
that  at  the  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol  a list  of 
120  names  was  circulated  among  those  present.  Both  the  Working  Committee 
and  the  Nominations  Committee  examined  the  suggestions  made  by  members 
of  the  Commission  and  adopted  a number  of  changes  in  the  list  of  proposed 
names.  During  the  months  following  the  Bristol  meeting  all  those  proposed  for 
membership  were  approached  by  the  Secretariat  and  after  they  had  expressed 
their  willingness  to  serve  on  the  Commission  the  authorities  of  the  church  con- 
cerned were  asked  for  their  approval.  The  Nominations  Committee  was  now 
in  the  position  to  submit  a list  of  names  to  the  Working  Committee  and  through 
the  Working  Committee  to  the  Assembly.  The  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at 
Bristol  had  taken  the  decision  to  increase  the  membership  of  the  Commission 
from  120  to  150  in  order  to  allow  more  seats  to  representatives  from  non-member 
churches,  and  especially,  if  it  should  prove  possible,  from  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church.  The  Commission  suggested,  however,  that  not  all  these  additional  places 
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should  be  immediately  filled.  The  Working  Committee  considered  this  recom- 
mendation at  its  meeting  in  Bristol  and  agreed  that  inquiries  about  possible 
Roman  Catholic  membership  should  be  made.  If  the  reply  should  be  favourable, 
membership  of  the  Commission  could  be  increased  by  15,  including  some  Roman 
Catholics  and  some  from  other  non-member  churches,  leaving  15  places  for  later 
additions. 

Dr.  ViscHER  reported  on  the  conversations  with  the  Secretariat  for  Unity  in 
Rome.  Immediately  after  the  meeting  at  Bristol  a letter  was  addressed  to 
Mgr.  Willebrands  inquiring  about  the  possibility  of  Roman  Catholic  theologians 
participating  as  full  members  in  the  Commission.  The  response  was  very  positive. 
The  question  was  considered  on  various  occasions  and  in  all  its  aspects  in  order 
to  eliminate  all  possible  obstacles.  The  request  was  then  submitted  to  the  highest 
authority  in  the  Roman  Catholic  Church.  The  decision  took  some  time  but  a 
few  days  before  the  Assembly  the  Secretariat  was  informed  that  after  careful 
consideration  the  Vatican  could  agree  to  the  election  of  Roman  Catholic  theolo- 
gians to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The  procedure  of  election  would  be 
the  same  as  for  other  churches.  The  Secretariat,  in  consultation  with  the  Nomi- 
nations Committee,  succeeded  in  preparing  a list  of  15  additional  names,  9 from 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  6 from  other  non-member  churches.  This 
addition  would  raise  the  number  of  representatives  from  non-member  churches 
to  23. 

Dr.  ViscHER  also  reported  on  another  recommendation  made  by  the  Commis- 
sion at  its  Bristol  meeting.  It  had  been  suggested  to  invite  World  Confessional 
Families  to  appoint  ‘liaison-officers’  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  (see 
Bristol  Minutes,  Paper  No.  51 , p.  6).  The  Secretariat  had  issued  such  invitations  to 
all  World  Communions,  including  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  the  response 
had  been  favourable.  The  World  Alliance  of  Reformed  Churches,  the  Standing 
Committee  of  the  Oriental  Orthodox  Churches,  the  Anglican  Communion,  and 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  had  accepted  the  invitation.  Others  had  expressed 
their  definite  interest,  among  them  the  Lutheran  World  Federation,  the  Baptist 
World  Alliance,  the  World  Methodist  Council  and  the  International  Congrega- 
tional Council. 

The  Working  Committee  received  these  reports  and  expressed  appreciation 
for  the  work  done  by  the  Nominations  Committee  and  the  Secretariat.  It  wel- 
comed the  decision  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  to  participate  fully  in  the 
Faith  and  Order  Movement.  It  decided  to  forward  the  list  of  135  names  for 
election  by  the  Assembly.  Some  further  names  were  suggested  to  be  considered 
at  the  time  when  the  remaining  15  places  would  be  filled. 

There  was  some  discussion  as  to  the  effect  of  Roman  Catholic  participation 
on  the  study  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  Would  Roman  Catholics 
participate  in  all  studies  of  the  Commission  ? Would  there  still  be  special  Theo- 
logical Commissions  like  the  Commission  on  Catholicity  and  Apostolicity  created 
on  a bilateral  basis  by  the  Secretariat  for  Unity  and  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission ? Dr.  Taylor  felt  that  the  Roman  Catholics  should  be  treated  as  regular 
members  of  the  Commission  in  all  respects  and  that  Roman  Catholics  should 
participate  in  all  studies.  Professor  Meyendorff  agreed  but  felt  that  this  general 
principle  should  not  exclude  the  possibility  of  bilateral  study  groups  on  certain 
issues  as  had  been  the  case  in  the  past  (e.g.  study  group  on  the  significance  of 
councils,  etc.).  Professor  Florovsky  expressed  the  opinion  that  it  was  spiritually 
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and  psychologically  necessary  to  have  Roman  Catholic  representation  in  as  many 
study  groups  as  possible. 

There  was  some  discussion  about  the  election  of  a new  Working  Committee. 
It  was  agreed  that  immediately  after  the  election  of  the  Commission  by  the  Assembly 
the  chairman  should  call  a meeting  of  the  Commission  to  elect  the  new  Working 
Committee.  A number  of  possible  names  were  mentioned  and  agreed  upon. 
Principal  Champion  was  asked  to  present  them  to  the  Commission  on  behalf  of 
the  Nominations  Committee.  For  two  seats  on  the  Working  Committee  no 
names  should  be  proposed,  leaving  room  for  suggestions  from  the  floor. 


Preparation  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Assembly  Committee 

The  chairman  briefly  explained  the  programme  of  the  Assembly.  The  first 
part  was  to  be  spent  in  Sections  to  discuss  six  major  themes.  The  special  respon- 
sibility of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  was  with  Section  I “The  Holy  Spirit 
and  the  Catholicity  of  the  Church.”  The  text  to  be  considered  had  been  elabo- 
rated by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol ; after  a few  modifications 
by  the  Central  Committee  it  had  been  published  and  widely  circulated.  Of  course, 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  also  had  a vital  interest  in  Section  V “Worship 
in  a Secular  Age,”  a subject  which  had  been  a concern  of  the  Movement  since  the 
beginning.  The  Commission  had  not  been  involved  in  the  preparations  for  this 
Section.  The  second  part  of  the  Assembly  would  be  used  to  examine  the  work 
and  future  of  the  secretariats  and  departments  of  the  World  Council.  One  of 
these  ‘Assembly  Committees’  would  deal  with  the  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission.  The  chairman  welcomed  Bishop  Lesslie  Newbigin  who  was  to 
chair  this  Committee. 

Dr.  ViscHER  reported  on  the  preparations  for  this  Faith  and  Order  Assembly 
Committee.  As  the  Commission  had  reviewed  its  plans  at  Bristol  and  worked 
out  a conspectus  of  studies  there  was  not  much  point  in  the  Faith  and  Order 
Assembly  Committee  covering  the  same  ground  again.  The  result  could  only  be 
confusion.  If  the  Assembly  Committee  were  to  alter  certain  study  plans  already 
begun  in  the  year  after  Bristol  a difficult  situation  would  arise.  Therefore,  it 
would  be  much  more  profitable  if  the  Assembly  Committee  would  discuss  some 
major  issues  on  which  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  and  the  World  Council 
as  a whole  were  in  special  need  of  guidance.  He  recommended  that  the  following 
programme  be  adopted  by  the  Working  Committee.  After  receiving  general 
information,  the  Assembly  Committee  should  discuss  in  what  ways  the  question 
of  unity  was  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  future.  Special  attention  should  be  given  to 
the  continuing  significance  of  the  New  Delhi  statement  on  the  unity  we  seek. 
Then  the  Committee  should  break  into  three  sub-committees.  The  &st  was  to 
continue  the  discussion  on  unity,  the  second  to  consider  the  role  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission  with  regard  to  union  negotiations  and  its  relation  to  World 
Confessional  Families  and  the  third  to  examine  once  more  the  urgent  problem 
of  intercommunion.  In  order  to  facilitate  the  discussion  the  Secretariat  had 
prepared  a file  of  background  material  containing  the  following  documents  : 

a)  For  sub-committee  I : the  report  on  Unity  adopted  by  the  Third  Assembly 
and  the  report  of  the  consultation  at  Zagorsk  (March  1968)  organized 
jointly  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Secretariat  and  the  Department  on  Church 
and  Society  {Study  Encounter,  IV,  No.  2,  pp.  70  ff.). 
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b)  For  sub-committee  II : the  report  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Consultation  on 
church  union  negotiations  held  at  Bossey  in  April  1967  {Mid-Streamy  VI, 
No.  3),  and  the  statement  “The  Place  of  World  Confessional  Families 
in  the  Ecumenical  Movement”  adopted  by  the  Executive  Secretaries  of 
World  Confessional  Families  at  their  meeting  in  Geneva  (November  1967) 
and  addressed  to  the  World  Council  of  Churches  with  the  request  of 
a reply  {Study  Encounter , IV,  No.  1,  pp.  46  ff.). 

c)  For  sub-committee  III : extracts  from  the  Bristol  report  on  intercommunion 
(pp.  66-68)  and  a paper  entitled  “Emerging  Consensus  on  the  Eucharist.” 
(This  document  was  published  in  Study  Encounter y IV,  No.  3,  under  the 
title  “The  Eucharist  in  Ecumenical  Thought.”) 

Dr.  ViscHER  presented  additional  information  on  the  last  document.  The 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol  had  made  the  request  that  all  statements 
of  Faith  and  Order  Conferences  on  the  Eucharist  should  be  brought  together  in 
one  coherent  statement.  The  Faith  and  Order  Commission  on  Worship  had 
fulfilled  this  request  at  its  meeting  in  May  1968.  After  very  extended  and  careful 
discussion  it  could  agree  on  a summary  statement.  This  text  could  be  of  consid- 
erable significance  for  the  discussion  of  intercommunion  and  the  Working 
Committee  might  wish  to  recommend  this  summary  to  the  Faith  and  Order 
Assembly  Committee. 

The  Working  Committee  generally  agreed  with  this  programme  for  the  Assem- 
bly. The  feeling  was  voiced  that  sub-committees  I and  III  were  of  special  impor- 
tance at  this  juncture  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement.  Bishop  Newbigin  spoke 
on  the  discussion  of  the  unity  problem.  He  said  that  the  situation  had  probably 
changed  more  between  New  Delhi  and  Uppsala  than  it  had  previously  between 
Lausanne  and  New  Delhi.  There  was  an  increasing  number  of  people  for  whom 
the  whole  business  of  Faith  and  Order  was  irrelevant.  What  is  the  significance  of 
this  change  ? How  is  theological  discussion  related  to  it  and  how  does  the  Faith 
and  Order  Movement  relate  to  both?  Bishop  Sarkissian  felt  that  it  would  be 
helpful  if  we  could  discern  and  list  the  changes  which  directly  or  indirectly  affect 
the  question  of  church  unity.  Professor  Meyendorff  said  that  many  of  the 
radicals  were  not  as  far  from  traditional  views  as  it  often  seemed.  A greater 
effort  should  be  made  to  understand  their  pecuhar  language.  Professor  Groff 
felt  that  the  changes  were  much  more  embracing  than  many  realised ; change 
was  occurring  in  the  central  affirmation  of  faith  itself. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  12:00  noon. 
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COMMISSION  ON  FAITH  AND  ORDER  MINUTES 


The  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  was  held  on  Tuesday,  July  16, 
1968  at  Green  School,  Uppsala,  Sweden. 

Attendance 

The  following  were  present : 


Officers  : 

Bishop  H.-H.  Harms,  Chairman  of  the  Commission 

Metropolitan  Chrysostomos,  Vice-Chairman 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  Meyendorff,  Vice-Chairman 

Bishop  C.  H.  W.  DE  SoYSA,  Vice-Chairman 

Members  : 

Professor  J.  Aagaard 

Dr.  J.  L.  Ch.  Abineno 

The  Rev.  E.  A.  Adegbola 

Professor  R.  F.  Aldwinckle 

Professor  V.  Anagnostopoulos 

The  Rev.  I.  Batista 

The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  Beazley  Jr. 

Professor  A.  J.  Benoit 

Dr.  T.  Bergsten 

Principal  L.  G.  Champion 

The  Rev.  E.  Chavez  Campos 

Professor  N.  Chitescu 

Dean  W.  A.  Cooper 

Metropolitan  N.  Corneanu 

Professor  P.  A.  Crow 

The  Rev.  F.  L.  Cuttriss 

Principal  R.  Davies 

Dr.  P.  Day 

Professor  J.  Deschner 

Dr.  E.  Flesseman-Van  Leer 

Professor  W.  F.  Groff 

Miss  C.  Howard 

Dr.  R.  JUNGKUNTZ 

Archimandrite  G.  Khodr 

Bishop  J.  Kibira 

Dr.  M.  Krikorian 

Dom  E.  Lanne 

Professor  W.  H.  Lazareth 

The  Rev.  J.  P.  Lee-Woolf 

President  J.  I.  McCord 
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Bishop  I.  Masih 
Professor  D.  Mathers 
The  Rev.  J.  Miguez-Bonino 
Dean  W.  G.  Muelder 
Professor  J.  R.  Nelson 
Bishop  L.  Newbigin 
Professor  P.  E.  Persson 
Dr.  J.  Radha  Krishan 
The  Rev.  V.  Rakotoarimanana 
Professor  H.  Riesenfeld 
Provost  P.  C.  Rodger 
Professor  V.  C.  Samuel 
Professor  V.  Sarytchev 
Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 
The  Rev.  D.  G.  Simmers 
Professor  K.  Stalder 
Professor  S.  A.  Teinonen 
Professor  I.  L.  Tsonevsky 
Professor  L.  Voronov 
The  Rev.  Dr.  G.  Wagner 
The  Rt.  Rev.  G.  O.  Williams 
Professor  G.  F.  Wingren 
Professor  H.-H.  Wolf 
Professor  N.  Young 

Substitute : Bishop  Athanasius  (for  Bishop  Gregorius) 

Staff : Archpriest  V.  Borovoy 

The  Rev.  R.  Groscurth 
Dr.  G.  F.  Moede 
Dr.  L.  ViscHER 
Dr.  J.  D.  ZiziouLAS 

Opening  of  the  Meeting 

On  Thursday  July  11,  1968  the  Assembly  elected  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission (see  Uppsala  minute  No.  35  B).  The  members  of  the  Commission 
present  at  Uppsala  assembled  on  the  afternoon  of  Tuesday  July  16  in  the  Green 
School.  The  chairman,  Bishop  Hans-Heinrich  Harms  opened  the  meeting  at 
3 : 00  p.m.  by  extending  greetings  to  the  members  of  the  Commission  who  were 
present,  both  old  and  new.  Special  recognition  was  given  to  representatives  from 
non-member  churches. 

Election  of  additional  members  to  the  Working  Committee 

The  main  item  of  business  at  the  meeting  was  the  election  of  additional  mem- 
bers to  the  Working  Committee  of  the  Commission.  Members  had  been  elected 
the  previous  year  at  Bristol,  but  the  Committee  had  been  left  incomplete  there, 
in  order  that  several  new  members  might  be  elected  at  the  Fourth  Assembly. 
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New  nominees  were  proposed  by  Principal  Champion  on  behalf  of  the  Nominations 
Committee.  Several  nominations  were  made  from  the  floor  and  after  a discussion 
and  examination  of  the  geographical  and  confessional  representation  at  present, 
an  election  was  held.  The  newly-elected  members  of  the  Committee  are  : 

Professor  S.  Agourides,  Greece ; Professor  J.  Deschner,  USA ; Miss  C. 
Howard,  England;  Dom  E.  Lanne,  France;  Bishop  M.  Moudjugin,  USSR; 
Professor  V.  C.  Samuel,  India ; Dr.  W.  Stewart,  Scotland ; Professor  H.-H. 
Wolf,  Germany ; Bishop  L.  Newbigin,  India ; Professor  J.  Medina,  Chile. 

Contribution  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Study  Group  in  Hungary 

The  Faith  and  Order  Study  Group  of  the  Ecumenical  Council  in  Hungary  had 
worked  on  one  of  the  study  themes  and  produced  a substantial  document  under 
the  title  of  “Creation,  New  Creation,  Unity  and  History”  (Hungarian  Church 
Press,  XX,  June  1968). 

On  behalf  of  the  Study  Group  Dr.  Karoly  Toth  distributed  copies  of  this 
document  to  the  members  of  the  Commission.  The  chairman  paid  tribute  to  this 
encouraging  effort  in  a regional  group  and  expressed  the  hope  that  this  example 
would  be  widely  followed. 

The  meeting  adjourned  at  4 : 30  p.m. 

Note : In  the  course  of  the  last  days  of  the  Assembly  a further  member  was  added 
to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  President  J.  McCord  offered  his 
resignation  in  order  to  make  available  one  more  place  to  a representative 
from  the  Negro  community  of  the  United  States.  The  Working  Committee 
met  on  Saturday  July  19  to  consider  this  vacancy.  It  decided  to  invite 
Dr.  V.  H.  Harding  to  become  a member  of  the  Commission.  The  choice* 
was  confirmed  by  the  Central  Committee.  Both  the  Working  Committee 
and  the  Central  Committee  asked  President  McCord  to  reconsider  his 
resignation  and  remain  on  the  Commission. 

Commemoration  Ceremony 

During  the  last  days  of  the  Assembly,  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Com- 
mission gathered  at  the  cemetery  where  Archbishop  Y.  Brilioth  was  buried,  to 
pay  tribute  to  his  memory.  In  the  presence  of  Mrs.  Brilioth,  Bishop  H.-H.  Harms, 
current  chairman  of  the  Commission,  recalled  the  personality  of  the  former 
Archbishop  of  Uppsala,  and  his  service  to  Christ,  the  Church,  and  the  Ecumenical 
Movement.  Archbishop  Brilioth  had  served  as  the  chairman  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  Commission.  The  gathering  concluded  with  the  placing  of  a wreath  on 
Archbishop  Brilioth’s  grave. 
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WORKING  COMMITTEE  MINUTES 


The  second  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  was  held  from  July  21  to 
July  23,  1968  in  Sigtuna,  Sweden. 

Attendance 

The  following  were  present : 


Officers : 

Professor  J.  R.  Nelson,  Chairman 

Bishop  H.-H.  Harms,  Chairman  of  the  Commission 

The  Rev.  Professor  J.  Meyendorff,  Vice-Chairman  of  the  Commission 

Members : 

Principal  L.  G.  Champion 

Professor  N.  Chitescu 

Principal  R.  E.  Davies 

Professor  J.  Deschner 

Professor  H.  Flottorp 

Professor  W.  F.  Groff 

Miss  C.  Howard 

Professor  W.  H.  Lazareth 

Dom  E.  Lanne 

Bishop  K.  Sarkissian 

Professor  J.  E.  Skoglund 

Professor  J.  Smolik 

Dr.  T.  Taylor 

Professor  H.-H.  Wolf 

Guests  : 

The  Rev.  Professor  G.  Florovsky 

Bishop  A.  Terterian 

Substitutes  .'VrofcssoT  L.  Voronov  (for  Bishop  M.  Moudjugin) 


Staff: 

(with  translator  Vladimir  Kotelkine) 

Professor  N.  Young  (for  Professor  J.  D.  McCaughey) 

Archpriest  V.  Borovoy 

The  Rev.  R.  Groscurth 

Dr.  G.  F.  Moede 

Dr.  L.  ViscHER 

Dr.  J.  D.  ZiziouLAS 

Minute  Secretary  : Mrs.  R.  Sbeghen 
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Apologies 

Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from : 

Metropolitan  Chrysostomos,  Professor  J.  Medina,  Professor  R.  Mehl, 
The  Rev.  J.  Miguez-Bonino,  Bishop  L.  Newbigin,  The  Rev.  S.  Nomenyo, 
Professor  V.  C.  Samuel,  Professor  H.  A.  E.  Sawyerr,  Bishop  C.  H.  W.  de 
SoYSA,  Dr.  W.  Stewart. 

Opening  of  the  Meeting 

The  meeting  was  opened  at  4 : 00  p.  m.  with  prayer  by  the  chairman  of  the 
Working  Committee. 

New  members  of  the  Working  Committee  were  introduced. 

Review  of  the  Fourth  Assembly 

a)  Election  of  the  Commission 

The  meeting  began  with  a discussion  of  changes  on  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  and  the  Working  Committee  as  a result  of  the  elections  at  the  Fourth 
Assembly.  It  was  reported  that  the  Central  Committee  at  its  meeting  after  the 
Assembly  had  confirmed  the  election  of  the  10  new  members  of  the  Working 
Committee.  During  the  Assembly  a series  of  suggestions  had  been  made  for 
filling  the  remaining  15  places  on  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  Invariably 
the  same  answer  had  been  given.  No  further  additions  were  contemplated  in 
the  near  future.  The  suggestions  had  been  received,  however,  and  sooner  or 
later  the  Working  Committee  will  have  to  deal  with  this  issue.  Therefore  the 
Working  Committee  felt  that  a Nominations  Committee  should  be  appointed ; 
the  following  were  asked  to  serve  on  this  committee  : Principal  R.  Davies,  chair- 
man ; Bishop  K.  Sarkissian,  Dr.  T.  Taylor,  Professor  J.  R.  Nelson,  and  ex 
officio.  Bishop  H.-H.  Harms. 

b)  Section  I ''The  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Catholicity  of  the  Church” 

Most  members  of  the  Working  Committee  had  participated  in  the  work  of 
Section  I.  Appreciation  was  expressed  for  the  report  which  came  out,  which 
was  in  many  respects  better  than  many  had  dared  to  expect.  Some  recalled  the 
history  which  had  led  to  the  draft  discussed  by  the  Section.  They  underlined  that  the 
Commission  had  originally  asked  for  a study  in  depth  on  unity.  The  plan  could 
not  be  realized  because  the  study  group  appointed  at  Aarhus  (1964)  was  asked 
to  prepare  a document  for  the  Assembly  at  Uppsala.  They  felt  that  there  was 
still  the  need  to  undertake  a more  thorough  study  on  unity.  In  the  course  of  the 
study  a number  of  stimulating  papers  were  prepared  (e.g.  K.  E.  Skydsgaard 
on  “The  Hidden  History  of  the  People  of  God,”  Edmund  Schlink  on  “Unity 
and  Diversity,”  etc.).  The  report  of  Section  I will  hopefully  arouse  interest  in 
many  circles ; perhaps  these  papers  could  help  to  carry  the  discussion  further. 
Dr.  Vischer  mentioned  that  there  were  plans  to  publish  some  of  these  papers. 
There  had  been  no  time  before  the  Assembly.  He  suggested  that  Orthodox 
contributions  should  be  included  in  this  little  symposium.  It  could  then  serve  as 
a commentary  on  the  Section  report. 
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The  question  was  raised  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  draft  prepared  for 
Section  I by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol  had  been  seriously 
considered  by  the  Section  at  Uppsala.  Principal  Davies  said  that,  although  the 
draft  document  was  more  or  less  ignored  in  the  beginning,  he  had  the  impression 
that  much  of  it  was  used  in  the  final  redrafting.  Bishop  Sarkissian  felt  that  the 
essence  of  the  original  had  been  kept  in  the  new  document.  It  had  been  difficult 
to  reach  agreement  on  certain  points  and  he  wondered  whether  in  the  future  any 
attempt  should  be  made  to  produce  common  statements.  Individual  statements 
by  particular  theologians  could  be  more  provocative  in  many  respects. 

Professor  Florovsky  said  that  without  the  work  done  by  the  Commission  at 
Bristol  it  would  not  have  been  possible  for  the  Section  to  produce  this  report. 
Professor  Flottorp  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  Uppsala  version  was  better 
both  in  content  and  style. 

Principal  Davies  referred  to  the  general  feeling  that  the  Assembly  had  been 
meeting  under  considerable  pressure  “to  go  forward.”  He  thought  that  this 
pressure  had  come  from  the  outside  world  rather  than  from  inside  the  church. 
Professor  Lazareth  agreed  that  the  pressure  of  the  world  and  its  needs  had 
dominated  the  Assembly  and  sharpened  the  thrust  of  its  statements.  Section  I 
had  dealt  with  the  unity  of  the  church  and  thus  with  a witness  presupposing 
the  existence  of  the  church.  He  wondered  whether  the  same  presupposition  had 
been  made  in  the  other  reports  of  the  Assembly.  Was  there  a real  relation  between 
Sections  I and  III  ? Bishop  Sarkissian  raised  the  question  whether  the  report  of 
Section  I with  its  strong  emphasis  on  the  unity  of  mankind  implied  a new  orienta- 
tion for  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement.  He  felt  that  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  was  becoming  more  and  more  involved  in  the  world’s  concerns  and 
the  needs  of  men,  and  though  this  commitment  was  to  be  welcomed  it  could  have 
as  a consequence  a shift  of  thinking  away  from  the  unity  of  Christians  towards  a 
more  comprehensive  conception  of  unity.  This  could  mean  a shift  away  from 
Christ  as  the  center.  The  Faith  and  Order  Movement  should  not  abandon  its 
goal  to  achieve  the  unity  of  Christians  and  its  activity  should  be  so  deeply  rooted 
in  the  World  Council  as  to  counter-balance  the  trend  to  concentrate  exclusively 
on  the  tasks  in  the  world.  Many  Assembly  participants  had  been  of  the  opinion 
that  Section  I had  simply  to  contribute  the  theological  motivation  for  the  already 
clearly  established  goals  and  aims  of  the  other  departments.  Does  theology  not 
raise  questions  about  these  goals  and  aims  ? 

Professor  Deschner  asked  whether  there  had  been  a real  dialogue  between 
the  representatives  of  the  Orthodox  churches  and  the  representatives  of  Western 
churches.  It  was  certainly  a significant  fact  that  no  separate  Orthodox  statement 
had  been  drafted  at  this  Assembly  but  that  the  report  of  Section  I had  been 
acceptable  for  the  Orthodox.  He  felt,  however,  that  the  participants  had  still  not 
been  in  a position  to  really  face  their  differences.  The  divergence  had  simply  been 
noted  and  it  was  not  yet  clear  how  it  could  be  overcome.  He  suggested  that  in 
the  future  Orthodox  theologians  should  more  often  be  invited  to  provide  the 
draft  of  a report,  thus  putting  the  non-Orthodox  into  the  role  of  the  opponents. 
Professor  Florovsky  agreed  with  this  suggestion  and  expressed  the  hope  that 
Orthodox  theologians  would  increasingly  participate  in  such  ways. 

The  Committee,  in  the  course  of  this  discussion,  also  took  note  of  the  partici- 
pants of  Section  I.  Although  there  had  been  a considerable  number  of  church 
leaders  and  theologians  involved,  and  the  percentage  of  Orthodox  participation 
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had  been  higher  than  in  other  Sections,  relatively  few  laymen,  women  and  young 
people  had  registered  for  this  section.  This  fact  needed  to  be  kept  in  mind  for 
the  follow-up  of  the  discussion. 

Dr.  ViscHER  raised  the  question  whether  the  theme  of  Section  I could  really 
meet  the  needs  of  the  Assembly.  Section  I dealt  with  the  problem  of  unity.  Its 
discussion  concentrated  on  ecclesiology.  But  could  this  discussion  provide  the 
theological  basis  called  for  at  this  Assembly  ? Would  it  not  have  been  necessary 
to  discuss  in  another  Section  central  affirmations  of  the  creed  ? Should  not  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  prepare  for  such  a discussion  at  a coming  Assembly  ? 
Certainly,  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  was  not  the  theological  conscience 
of  the  World  Council.  On  the  other  hand,  who  else  could  prepare  for  such  a 
discussion  ? Professor  Wolf  agreed  that  this  question  needed  to  be  clarified. 
What  was  the  function  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  within  the  whole  of 
the  World  Council  ? He  felt  that  several  of  the  studies  had  not  found  their  way 
into  the  Assembly.  The  study  on  “God  in  Nature  and  History”  was  taken  up 
only  by  the  excellent  address  by  Professor  H.  Berkhof.  Though  it  could  have 
been  relevant  for  many  Sections  no  major  attention  was  paid  to  it.  The  impression 
was  given  that  Faith  and  Order  was  finally  limited  to  discussing  the  problem  of 
unity  and  that  it  did  not  belong  to  its  competence  to  face  new  issues.  Professor 
Meyendorff  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  still 
had  its  proper  sphere  in  the  discussion  of  unity,  even  if  there  was  a wide  feeling 
that  church  union  is  not  of  primary  importance.  Of  course,  the  problem  of  unity 
had  to  be  studied  in  its  widest  sense.  The  chairman.  Professor  Nelson,  agreed 
but  reminded  the  Committee  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol 
had  strongly  recommended  that  the  scope  of  Faith  and  Order  studies  be  widened. 
He  suggested  that  the  relation  between  the  study  of  unity  and  the  study  of  subjects 
arising  from  modern  theological  debate  be  carefully  considered.  It  was  decisive 
for  the  future  of  the  various  studies  to  reach  more  clarity  on  this  matter. 

c)  Other  documents  of  the  Fourth  Assembly 

Apart  from  the  report  of  Section  I there  are  several  other  Assembly  documents 
which  are  relevant  for  the  work  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  There  is 
the  report  of  Section  V ‘Worship’,  the  report  of  the  Assembly  Committee  on 
Faith  and  Order,  the  report  of  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Church  and  Society 
and  the  recommendations  concerning  the  co-ordinated  study  on  ‘Man’. 

Section  V raises  some  difficulty  for  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The 
Section  had  found  it  extremely  difficult  to  reach  any  agreements.  At  several 
points  it  could  simply  recommend  that  studies  be  undertaken.  These  recom- 
mendations are  all  addressed  to  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  If  the  Commis- 
sion accepts  these  suggestions  its  programme  would  have  to  be  considerably 
changed.  The  Committee  discussed  this  situation.  The  question  was  raised  why 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  had  not  been  more  fully  involved  in  the  prepa- 
rations of  this  Section.  It  was  agreed  that  the  Commission  should  not  automa- 
tically accept  all  recommendations.  They  should  be  carried  out  to  the  extent  it 
was  possible  within  the  framework  of  the  present  programme.  Special  attention 
was  to  be  given  to  the  main  subject  of  the  Section.  More  specialized  studies 
(e.g.,  the  problem  of  symbols)  could  possibly  be  farmed  out  to  either  an  academy 
or  a liturgical  association. 
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The  report  of  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Faith  and  Order  had  dealt  with 
four  subjects  — the  continuation  of  the  study  of  unity,  union  negotiations,  the 
WCC  relation  to  World  Confessional  Families,  and  intercommunion.  The  state- 
ment on  World  Confessional  Families  represented  a certain  change  in  the  attitude 
of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  No  Assembly  had  spoken  as  positively  about 
the  World  Confessional  Families  as  the  Uppsala  Assembly.  This  is  partly  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  World  Families  are  beginning  to  take  their  commitment  to 
the  Ecumenical  Movement  much  more  seriously.  The  entry  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  into  the  Ecumenical  Movement  has  involved  many  families  in 
bilateral  conversations  and  this  engagement  has  made  them  more  conscious  of 
their  ecumenical  task.  The  statement  on  Intercommunion  does  not  contain  much 
which  has  not  been  said  before.  Nevertheless  the  discussion  at  Uppsala  revealed 
a new  situation.  There  is  on  the  one  hand  a considerable  expansion  of  the  discus- 
sion and  on  the  other  hand  a fresh  sense  of  urgency.  Intercommunion  has  become 
a discussable  issue  for  Roman  Catholic  theologians  and  the  pressure  created  by 
breaks  in  church  discipline  could  be  strongly  felt  in  the  debates  at  Uppsala.  It 
was  imperative  to  undertake  a fresh  study  of  the  subject. 

The  report  of  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Church  and  Society  was  important 
because  of  the  close  co-operation  between  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  and 
the  Church  and  Society  department  which  had  characterized  the  consultation 
held  at  the  monastery  of  Zagorsk  (March  1968).  At  this  consultation  there  had 
been  a first  attempt  to  consider  together  problems  arising  from  the  Conference 
on  Church  and  Society  in  Geneva  1966.  In  what  ways  was  this  co-operation  to 
be  continued  ? The  Working  Committee  noted  that  the  Assembly  Committee  on 
Church  and  Society  had  called  for  extended  and  detailed  studies  on  technology. 
It  was  agreed  that  the  possibilities  of  co-operation  in  this  study  should  be  explored. 

Finally  reference  was  made  to  the  recommendations  concerning  a co-ordinated 
study  on  ‘Man’.  In  the  past  the  World  Council  of  Churches  had  always  adopted 
at  each  Assembly  a major  study  theme  for  the  subsequent  period.  The  Assembly 
at  Evanston  had  chosen  “The  Lordship  of  Christ  over  the  World  and  the  Church” 
and  the  Assembly  at  New  Delhi  had  suggested  “The  Finality  of  Jesus  Christ  in 
the  Age  of  Universal  History”.  The  question  arose  whether  there  should  again  be 
such  a major  theme,  carried  out  not  by  one  of  the  departments  but  by  the  World 
Council  as  a whole.  It  was  decided  not  to  have  such  a theme  for  the  period 
following  the  Uppsala  Assembly.  It  was  felt  that  the  previous  studies  had  not 
led  to  the  result  which  had  been  anticipated  and  that  these  major  studies  had  not 
really  helped  the  other  studies  but  rather  had  added  another  theme  on  the  top 
of  the  varied  study  process  within  the  World  Council.  There  was,  however,  the 
feeling  that  many  of  the  studies  proposed  at  Uppsala  had  as  their  common  deno- 
minator ‘the  understanding  of  man’.  It  was,  therefore,  suggested  to  declare  this 
the  major  emphasis  of  all  studies  and  to  make  all  possible  efforts  to  ensure  the 
maximum  co-ordination  between  the  various  departments  involved  in  studies ; 
the  suggestion  was  made  that  a person  should  be  added  to  the  staff  who  would  be 
responsible  for  this  co-ordination.  It  is  clear  that  this  decision  is  of  considerable 
importance  for  the  Faith  and  Order  study  on  ‘Man  in  Nature  and  History’. 
This  study  will  have  to  find  its  place  within  a wider  framework. 

d)  Direction  and  place  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement 

The  Working  Committee  first  discussed  the  methods  used  for  setting  up  Faith 
and  Order  studies.  Since  the  meeting  of  the  Commission  at  Aarhus  (1964)  these 
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methods  have  become  more  varied.  While  in  the  past,  work  was  done  mainly  by 
international  and  interdenominational  Theological  Commissions,  it  is  now  carried 
out  in  many  different  ways.  The  method  normally  employed  is  to  produce  a 
working  paper  which  is  then  sent  out  to  individuals  and  regional  groups  for 
comment  and  reaction.  The  replies  received  are  then  incorporated  in  the  final 
revision  of  the  paper.  This  method  had  certainly  many  merits  but  there  was 
still  a considerable  problem  of  communication.  Bishop  Sarkissian  felt  that  the 
pastoral  task  should  be  kept  in  mind  ; people  whose  primary  concern  was  in  this 
field  should  more  often  be  asked  to  contribute  to  our  studies.  Professor  Wolf 
reported  on  his  difficulties  in  arousing  interest  in  recent  studies ; very  often 
groups  were  not  ready  to  contribute  to  WCC  studies.  Much  explanation  was 
needed  to  show  the  relevance  of  this  kind  of  enterprise.  Principal  Davies  said 
that  many  Faith  and  Order  people  had  the  reputation  of  writing  for  themselves. 
There  was  need  of  ‘translation’  and  ‘interpretation’.  The  British  Council  of 
Churches  had  done  a good  job  of  spreading  the  concern  of  our  studies.  Perhaps 
Christian  Councils  could  be  more  regularly  used  for  this  purpose.  Professor 
Meyendorff  recommended  that  individual  writers  should  be  asked  to  produce 
statements ; very  often  a personal  approach  was  more  provocative  and  aroused 
wider  response.  Professor  Groff  agreed  with  this  suggestion  and  expressed  the 
opinion  that  our  emphasis  should  be  on  the  process  of  preparing  a paper  rather 
than  on  any  final  balanced  statement.  Father  Borovoy  maintained  that  there  was 
value  in  consensus  documents  but  suggested  that  more  use  should  be  made  of 
them ; such  texts  should  be  sent  to  the  churches  with  an  official  request  that 
comment  be  made  as  to  how  they  were  implemented. 

The  discussion  turned  then  to  the  question  to  what  extent  the  quest  for  the 
unity  of  the  church  was  still  a vital  issue  and  in  what  ways  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  could  fulfill  its  mandate  today.  Professor  Lazareth  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the  World  Council  of  Churches  was  now  ruled  by  a ‘theology  of 
development’.  The  emphasis  is  on  what  God  is  thought  to  be  doing  in  the  world 
and  there  is  the  danger  that  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  has  a role  to  play 
only  if  and  insofar  as  it  gives  the  motivation  for  a theology  of  development. 
The  quest  for  unity  is  radically  called  into  question  by  the  present  situation. 
There  is  the  trend  to  speak  of  ‘planetary  stewardship’  based  on  Genesis  1 . This 
raises  the  question  whether  there  is  any  place  left  for  the  Church  or  the  people 
of  God.  The  question  is  whether  unity  is  obtained  through  the  Church  and  the 
means  of  grace.  Current  theological  thinking  speaks  increasingly  of  God’s 
redeeming  work  outside  the  Church;  word  and  sacraments  become  obsolete. 
The  vision  of  ‘planetary  stewardship’  offers  a real  altef native.  In  the  light  of  it 
the  traditional  concern  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  appears  to  be  irrelevant. 
Professor  Florovsky  thought  that  this  tension  was  not  new.  It  was  in  many 
respects  a re-emergence  of  19th  century  theological  thinking.  He  felt  that  much 
more  was  at  stake  than  the  simple  methodological  question  of  future  Faith  and 
Order  studies.  The  alternative  mentioned  by  Professor  Lazareth  touched  the 
ground  of  Christian  commitment.  It  was  finally  the  question : does  salvation 
come  through  Christ  and  the  church  or  through  creation  ? Professor  Meyendorff 
agreed  with  Professor  Lazareth’s  analysis  of  the  present  situation  but  he  felt 
that  this  analysis  could  lead  to  very  different  conclusions.  The  fact  that  a new 
emphasis  in  theological  thinking  was  emerging  did  not  mean  that  this  emphasis 
should  be  allowed  to  determine  the  mandate  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 
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The  work  of  the  Commission  had  to  start  from  the  reality  of  the  Church  and  the 
need  for  the  unity  of  God’s  people.  Professor  Voronov  mentioned  an  analogy 
from  nature  to  illustrate  the  problem.  There  is  a river  in  Siberia  with  a tributary 
flowing  into  it.  The  two  rivers  are  of  different  colours  and  one  can  see  from  the 
water  that  though  they  are  flowing  together  the  waters  do  not  really  mix.  Like- 
wise, the  church  should  not  cease  being  the  church,  even  though  it  exists  for  the 
world  and  must  serve  the  world.  She  must  accept  all  the  problems  of  the  world 
but  she  must  be  aware  of  her  specificity.  Therefore  the  question  of  unity  needs 
to  remain  on  the  agenda  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  Differences  must 
be  carefully  studied.  Comparative  ecclesiology  still  had  its  value  because  different 
points  of  view  held  in  juxtaposition  will  be  productive  and  will  open  the  way 
into  unity.  Professor  Wolf  wondered  what  Professor  Lazareth’s  analysis  meant 
for  the  future  of  Faith  and  Order  studies.  The  consultation  between  the  Faith 
and  Order  Secretariat  and  the  Church  and  Society  department  at  Zagorsk  was 
in  many  ways  a new  departure.  It  was  an  attempt  to  deal  with  issues  which 
preoccupy  the  theological  thinking  of  our  generation.  Was  this  consultation  just 
an  additional  activity  within  the  programme  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  ? 
Or  is  this  attempt  the  normative  direction  for  all  studies  of  the  Commission  ? 
Does  it  mean  a widening  of  the  original  mandate  ? Or  has  the  mandate  been 
altered  ? Professor  Smolik  warned  against  exaggerating  the  necessity  of  changing 
the  mandate  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  The  meeting  of  the  Commission 
at  Bristol  had  shown  that  the  mandate  had  often  been  understood  in  too  narrow 
a sense.  Other  dimensions  needed  to  be  added  but  the  question  of  unity  was  not 
to  be  abandoned.  Of  course,  there  should  be  closest  possible  contacts  with  other 
departments  of  the  World  Council  but  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  could 
not  provide  the  theology  for  the  Ecumenical  Movement.  Dr.  Taylor  stressed 
the  need  for  more  inter-disciplinary  studies  ; he  felt  that  the  meeting  of  the  Com- 
mission at  Bristol  had  been  the  watershed  in  this  respect.  Principal  Champion 
emphasized  that  much  could  be  gained  by  introducing  a more  inductive  method 
in  our  studies;  he  referred  to  the  study  on  “Spirit,  Order  and  Organization”  which 
had  not  started  from  the  doctrine  on  the  Holy  Spirit  but  from  the  consideration 
of  particular  cases  (see  Minutes,  Paper  No.  51,  p.  13).  Bishop  Sarkissian 
felt  that  an  agreement  was  emerging ; everybody  was  equally  convinced  that  the 
mandate  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  needed  to  be  understood  in  a wider 
sense.  The  Movement  had  reached  a new  stage  and  the  problem  of  unity  was  to 
be  discussed  in  the  light  of  a new  situation.  The  quest  for  unity  continued  to  be 
the  concern  of  the  Movement  but  it  was  agreed  that  the  problem  of  the  unity 
of  the  church  could  not  be  dealt  with  in  isolation  from  the  problem  of  the  unity 
of  mankind. 

The  chairman  suggested  that  the  agreement  of  the  Working  Committee  should 
be  laid  down  in  a drafted  minute.  The  question  of  the  mandate  was  of  such 
importance  that  some  guiding  statement  was  required.  It  was  agreed  to  draft 
such  a statement  (see  below  pp.  20  f.). 

Studies 

Man  in  Nature  and  History 

Discussion  on  this  study  opened  with  a paper  by  Professor  Dietrich  Ritschl 
(Pittsburgh  Theological  Seminary,  USA)  as  the  focus  of  attention.  Professor 
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Ritschl  had  been  invited  by  the  Secretariat  to  provide  a document  on  various 
aspects  of  the  study  to  initiate  the  discussion.  He  had  accepted  this  invitation 
and  submitted  a draft  under  the  title  “Man  in  Nature  and  History,  Theological 
Anthropology  in  Contact  and  Tension  with  the  Natural,  Social  and  Political 
Sciences”.  The  Working  Committee  expressed  much  appreciation  for  this  contri- 
bution. A lengthy  discussion  ensued,  however,  on  the  place  and  function  of 
this  paper  in  the  Faith  and  Order  study  on  “Man  in  Nature  and  History”. 
Professor  Skoglund  voiced  the  fear  that  this  paper  could  take  us  away 
from  our  concern  to  seek  the  unity  of  the  church.  Professor  Florovsky  thought 
that  the  paper  did  not  deal  enough  with  the  historical  nature  of  man;  it  was 
dealing  with  problems  remote  from  our  primary  concern,  which  is  the  relation 
between  the  unity  of  the  church  and  the  unity  of  mankind.  Professor  Flottorp 
thought  that  the  paper  did  not  sufficiently  discuss  the  notion  of  creation  and 
its  bearing  on  theological  anthropology.  Archpriest  Borovoy  pleaded  for 
a study  which  would  contribute  more  directly  to  the  unity  of  the  church. 
Professor  Deschner  expressed  his  appreciation  of  the  paper.  He  felt  that  it 
was  a most  valuable  contribution  to  the  subject.  He  agreed,  however,  that  it 
could  not  be  used  as  the  working  paper  of  the  Faith  and  Order  study  on  “Man 
in  Nature  and  History”.  He  suggested  that  it  should  serve  the  general  study  on 
‘Man’  as  was  recommended  by  the  Uppsala  Assembly  (see  above  p.  17).  In 
this  larger  context  it  could  be  of  considerable  help.  The  Faith  and  Order  staff 
should  see  that  it  was  given  the  attention  it  deserved.  It  could  serve  all 
departments. 

The  discussion  then  turned  to  the  purpose  of  the  Faith  and  Order  study  on 
‘ ‘ Man  in  Nature  and  History”  and  its  place  within  the  larger  context  of  the  proposed 
co-ordinated  study  on  ‘Man’.  Professor  Lazareth  recalled  the  origin  of  this 
study.  He  felt  that  its  primary  desire  had  never  been  to  develop  a theology  of 
man.  The  Fourth  World  Conference  at  Montreal  had  expressed  the  conviction 
that  the  problem  of  unity  was  to  be  seen  in  a wider  context.  The  study  on  “Man 
in  Nature  and  History”  should  not  be  so  conceived  as  to  lose  this  orientation. 
After  further  discussion  the  Working  Committee  adopted  the  following  statement 
as  an  adequate  expression  of  its  common  understanding  of  the  task  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  in  this  field : 

The  Working  Committee  appreciates  the  Uppsala  Assembly’s  endorsement 
of  “the  decision  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  its  Bristol  meeting  to 
pursue  its  study  programme  on  the  unity  of  the  Church  in  the  wider  context  of 
the  study  of  the  unity  of  mankind  and  of  creation.  We  welcome  at  the  same  time 
the  statement  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  that  its  task  remains  ‘to  pro- 
claim the  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ’  and  to  keep  before  the  Council 
and  the  churches  ‘the  obligation  to  manifest  that  unity  for  the  sake  of  their  Lord 
and  for  the  better  accomplishment  of  his  mission  in  the  world’.”  (see  Uppsala 
Report,  p.  223). 

The  Working  Committee  notes  also  the  Assembly’s  reaffirmation  of  the  New 
Delhi  statement  on  the  nature  of  unity,  and  its  suggestion  that  our  future  studies 
on  unity  should  include  (1)  “the  meaning  and  practical  implication  of  the  phrases 
‘in  all  places’  and  ‘in  all  ages’,”  and  (2)  “the  radical  questions  posed  by  the  new 
situation  in  which  we  are,”  which  demands  that  “the  study  of  the  unity  of  the 
Church  must  be  placed  in  the  context  of  the  unity  of  mankind.” 
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We  understand  this  situation  to  mean  that  Faith  and  Order’s  constitutional 
concern  for  the  unity  of  the  Church  must  continue  to  be  respected.  That  central 
concern,  however,  must  now  be  explored  within  a wider  framework  involving 
dialogue  with  other  agencies  in  the  Ecumenical  Movement  (e.g.  Church  and 
Society,  Department  on  Studies  in  Mission  and  Evangelism),  as  well  as  inter- 
disciplinary dialogue  between  Christian  theology  and  the  social,  historical  and 
natural  sciences. 

In  light  of  this  broader  understanding  of  our  task,  our  initial  impression  of 
Dr.  Dietrich  Ritschl’s  paper  on  “Man  in  Nature  and  History”  is  that  it  will  prove 
to  be  more  helpful  and  suggestive  for  the  Humanum  study  as  a whole  than  for  the 
specific  concerns  of  Faith  and  Order  in  this  inquiry.  Major  elements  of  biblical 
and  patristic  anthropology  are  of  basic  importance  for  fruitful  dialogue  with 
secular  scientists,  and  should  also  find  fuller  expression  at  the  initial  stages  of  the 
entire  study. 

Anticipating  the  appointment  of  a coordinator  of  the  Humanum  (see  above, 
p.  17)  investigation,  we  recommend  that  Faith  and  Order  should  cooperate  with 
and  assist  this  coordinator  in  his  new  work  in  every  appropriate  way.  In  addition, 
the  Working  Committee  requests  at  its  1969  meeting  a full  discussion  of  the  future 
forms  and  objectives  of  the  unity  study  within  the  threefold  context  of  (1)  the 
recent  history  of  that  discussion,  (2)  the  growing  shape  of  the  entire  Humanum 
study,  and  (3)  the  questions  raised  and  implied  about  the  unity  of  the  Church 
and  its  relation  to  the  unity  of  the  world  in  all  the  Section  reports  of  the  Uppsala 
Assembly. 

Authority  of  Scripture 

Dr.  ViscHER  introduced  the  subject  with  a short  recapitulation  of  the  history  of 
this  study.  Plans  were  underway  for  a first  consultation  to  be  held  in  October 
1968.  Contacts  had  been  made  with  the  Secretariat  for  Unity  in  Rome  and  it 
was  expected  that  several  Roman  Catholic  theologians  would  participate  in  the 
meeting.  Probably  there  will  be  representatives  from  Italy  and  Spain  included 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  delegation.  Of  course,  it  was  important  to  maintain  the 
continuity  with  the  previous  study  on  the  hermeneutical  study  and  its  significance 
for  the  Ecumenical  Movement.  The  report  of  this  study  (see  Bristol  Minutes, 
p.  13  f.)  had  been  distributed  to  all  participants  and  Mrs.  E.  Flesseman-van  Leer 
had  written  a background  paper  giving  an  account  of  the  discussions  between 
1964-1967.  The  plan  was  to  proceed  in  the  same  way  as  for  the  previous  study.  The 
discussion  should  not  start  from  a general  debate  on  the  authority  of  the  Bible 
but  from  the  consideration  of  certain  texts.  The  question  was  to  be  asked  “what 
does  this  text  say  today  ? what  is  its  authority  for  the  church’s  life  ?”  In  the 
light  of  the  findings  of  this  discussion  the  more  general  question  of  authority 
will  be  raised.  It  was  hoped  that  the  discussion  will  be  carried  further  by  a number 
of  regional  groups.  Their  findings  will  be  evaluated  in  turn  by  another  inter- 
national consultation  within  two  or  three  years’  time.  This  plan  and  procedure 
met  with  general  approval.  It  was  agreed  that  the  consultation  should  be 
undertaken  along  these  lines.  There  was  some  discussion  about  the  subject  as 
such.  Professor  Chitescu  expressed  the  opinion  that  this  study  could  weaken  the 
recognition  of  the  authority  of  the  Bible.  The  unity  of  the  biblical  witness  was 
being  questioned  in  many  quarters  today.  But  this  unity  was  the  firm  rock  on 
which  the  quest  for  unity  was  based.  He  could  not  admit  the  opinion  that  God 
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has  spoken  in  different  manners  on  the  same  subject  and  he  questioned  the  wisdom 
of  making  this  opinion  a more  or  less  accepted  presupposition  of  this  study. 
Professor  Florovsky  also  felt  that  the  view  upholding  the  unity  of  the  New 
Testament  should  not  be  regarded  as  antiquated ; the  diversity  within  the  New 
Testament  was  often  too  quickly  assumed.  He  thought  that  the  document  by 
Mrs.  Flesseman-van  Leer  took  such  diversity  too  much  for  granted.  Dom  Lanne 
welcomed  the  study.  There  was  an  obvious  gap  in  the  Roman  Catholic  Church 
between  exegesis  and  dogmatics  and  it  seemed  clear  to  him  that  it  could  be  over- 
come only  by  a thorough  discussion  of  the  problem  of  authority.  Professor  Skog- 
LUND  suggested  that  the  study  should  also  include  a consideration  of  the  problem 
of  communicating  the  Gospel  and  that  people  concerned  with  this  aspect  (e.g. 
teachers  of  homiletics)  should  be  included  in  it.  Bishop  Sarkissian  said  that  the 
relation  between  Scripture  and  Church  needed  careful  consideration ; the  Bible 
has  emerged  out  of  a life  and  a community  themselves  shaped  by  the  revelation 
in  Christ. 

Authority  and  Freedom 

Dr.  ViscHER  reported  that  time  had  not  been  sufficient  to  set  up  a study  on 
this  subject  and  he  asked  the  Working  Committee  for  advice  as  to  how  this 
proposed  study  might  be  realised.  The  Working  Committee  at  its  meeting  at 
Bristol  (1967)  had  suggested  that  the  formation  of  a commission  or  consultation 
be  avoided.  An  attempt  should  be  made  to  publish  a symposium  on  this  subject. 
He  recalled  that  the  suggestion  for  this  study  had  arisen  from  the  consultation  on 
church  union  negotiations  at  Bossey  in  1967  and  proposed  that  the  subject  should 
be  dealt  with  in  a symposium  framework.  A number  of  people  engaged  in  union 
negotiations  could  be  invited  to  write  essays  on  their  understanding  of  authority 
and  freedom.  A detailed  plan  would  have  to  be  worked  out.  The  Working 
Committee  agreed  with  this  proposal.  Professor  Smolik  suggested  that  the  title 
of  this  study  be  changed ; in  order  to  avoid  misunderstandings  it  should  read 
“Authority  and  Freedom  in  the  Church”  or  even  “Authority  and  Freedom  in 
Union  Negotiations”.  The  present  title  was  misleading  as  it  pointed  to  a far 
larger  area  of  inquiry  than  the  one  intended  to  be  covered. 

Ordination 

Dr.  Moede  presented  a working  paper  on  ordination  to  the  Working  Committee. 
He  briefly  described  the  method  by  which  it  had  been  prepared.  An  initial  draft 
had  been  worked  out  by  the  Secretariat  and  submitted  to  a consultation  which 
met  in  Geneva  in  the  spring  of  1968.  In  the  light  of  the  discussions  of  this  consul- 
tation the  paper  which  was  now  before  the  Committee  was  produced.  It  was 
the  intention  of  the  Secretariat  to  use  this  document  for  distribution  to  groups 
in  various  parts  of  the  world. 

Comments  on  the  paper  and  the  plans  for  the  study  were  then  made  by  various 
members  of  the  Committee.  Prof.  Flottorp  felt  it  would  be  of  value  to  involve 
sociologists  in  the  discussions  at  some  point  — a facto  analysis  of  the  function 
of  ordained  ministers  was  needed  as  background  material.  Miss  Howard, 
referring  to  the  questions  at  the  end  of  the  working  paper,  felt  that  there  might  be 
value  in  directing  some  questions  specifically  to  Anglicans,  since  under  the  cate- 
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gories  as  they  are  at  present  (Protestant,  Roman  Catholic,  Orthodox),  many 
Anglicans  might  feel  that  no  questions  were  exactly  relevant  for  them.  Principal 
Champion  felt  this  observation  might  fit  certain  groups  such  as  Baptists  and 
Congregationalists  as  well ; the  labels  might  be  too  all-inclusive.  Prof.  Meyen- 
DORFF  felt  the  paper  gave  too  much  the  impression  of  being  a consensus  when,  in 
fact,  there  were  still  disagreements  concerning  a number  of  the  historical  points 
referred  to  in  it.  He  mentioned  especially  the  passages  on  the  ordination  of 
women,  on  the  time  when  the  three-fold  ministry  became  normative  in  the  church, 
and  on  the  origin  of  the  episcopate.  Dom  Lanne  suggested  that  a question  con- 
cerning the  indelible  character  might  be  included  ; he  also  felt  the  need  to  re-think 
the  concept  of  apostolic  succession  in  Roman  Catholic  theology ; perhaps  a 
question  could  be  formulated  to  this  effect.  He  expressed  the  opinion  that  a 
fruitful  point  of  study  might  be  the  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  bishop,  thus  not 
posing  the  question,  as  is  so  often  done,  in  terms  of  the  validity  of  ordination. 
It  was  suggested  that  a study  group  at  the  University  of  Fribourg  (Switzer- 
land) could  work  on  this  subject. 

Professor  Meyendorff  expressed  the  opinion  that  perhaps  the  paper  might 
serve  a more  useful  function  if  a short  appendix  were  added  with  a “reaction” 
to  the  line  taken  in  the  paper.  He  also  expressed  appreciation  of  the  questions 
raised  by  the  study.  Professor  Florovsky  said  he  felt  the  somewhat  onesided 
presentation  of  the  paper  would  be  entirely  acceptable  if  it  were  studied  by  com- 
petent scholars  who  could  bring  out  other  points  of  view  when  necessary.  But 
the  paper  was  addressed  to  uninformed  people.  He  thought  the  questions  failed 
to  clarify  what  was  unique  in  the  Orthodox  position ; they  were  dealing  with 
secondary  matters.  It  was  suggested  that  this  was  not  the  function  of  the 
questions,  but  rather,  the  questions  were  intended  to  be  addressed  to  the  tradi- 
tions to  make  them  aware  of  the  disparities  between  what  they  say  or  claim  and 
what  they  do,  or  what  comes  through  to  the  onlooker.  Finally  Dr.  Moede 
asked  if  it  might  be  advisable  to  send  out  the  paper  to  the  regional  groups  with 
not  only  an  Orthodox,  but  also  a Roman  Catholic  and  a non-Lutheran-Reformed 
Protestant  reaction  to  be  added.  The  Committee  agreed  to  this  proposal. 

The  Study  on  the  Council  of  Chalcedon 

Both  the  study  group  on  the  Significance  of  the  Ancient  Councils  for  the 
Ecumenical  Movement  and  the  Patristic  study  group  had  recommended  a study 
on  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  {New  Directions  in  Faith  and  Order ^ p.  58,  Bristol 
Minutes,  p.  14).  The  Secretariat  had  begun  to  work  on  this  study.  Dr.  Zizioulas 
presented  the  plans  so  far  worked  out.  He  suggested  that  a consultation  should 
be  convened  from  September  1-7,  1969  to  consider  first  the  historical  problems 
in  connection  with  the  Council,  then  to  examine  the  process  of  reception  in  the 
various  churches  and  finally  to  ask  in  what  ways  the  Council  was  to  be  interpreted 
today.  He  submitted  a list  of  possible  participants  and  speakers. 

Professor  Florovsky  felt  that  this  study  was  very  important  and  could  have 
far-reaching  results.  The  Council  of  Chalcedon  was  certainly  a crucial  event  and 
was  closely  connected  with  the  divisions  between  the  churches.  The  reception 
of  the  Council  in  the  different  Christian  traditions  was  an  especially  important 
subject  of  inquiry.  He  expressed  some  doubts  whether  one  consultation  could 
really  cover  the  ground  indicated  by  Dr.  Zizioulas.  Professor  Chitescu  welcomed 
the  study  and  referred  to  the  fact  that  this  subject  was  decisive  for  the  conversations 
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between  chalcedonian  and  non-chalcedonian  Orthodox  churches.  Professor 
Meyendorff  asked  whether  the  main  subject  of  the  consultation  would  be  the 
Council  and  its  reception  or  its  interpretation  today.  He  did  not  think  that  one 
and  the  same  consultation  could  cover  both  aspects  of  the  subject.  Profes- 
sor Young  also  thought  that  the  programme  was  too  vast ; perhaps  the  study 
should  be  restricted  to  the  consideration  of  the  question  in  what  ways  the  Council 
of  Chalcedon  influenced  the  unity  and  the  division  of  the  church.  Dom  Lanne 
felt  that  there  were  three  particular  points  which  should  be  taken  into  considera- 
tion : 1)  Whether  the  christology  of  Leo  was  really  understood  by  the  Fathers  of 
the  East ; there  was  already  before  Chalcedon  apparently  a christology  in  the  West 
different  from  the  christology  in  the  East.  2)  The  influence  of  Chalcedon  on 
Western  spirituality.  3)  The  relation  between  christlology  and  ecclesiology. 
Archpriest  Borovoy  said  that  it  was  important  to  establish  what  the  essence  of 
the  chalcedonian  doctrine  really  was ; the  relation  between  the  “horos”  of  the 
Council  and  its  reception  needed  to  be  examined.  Such  an  inquiry  could  be  of 
real  help  in  the  discussions  between  chalcedonian  and  non-chalcedonian  Orthodox. 
Professor  Florovsky  suggested  that  the  consultation  should  not  concentrate 
on  the  historical  event  of  the  Council  but  rather  on  its  doctrine.  A sufficient 
number  of  historians  was  to  be  invited,  however.  Other  members  of  the  Working 
Committee  pleaded  that  the  emphasis  should  not  be  on  the  history  of  the  Council 
and  its  reception  by  the  various  traditions  but  on  its  interpretation  by  our  genera- 
tion. Professor  Groff  said  that  if  reception  was  the  focus  it  should  be 
discussed  in  the  context  of  contemporary  theology.  Professor  Smolik  thought 
that  the  concentration  on  the  reception  by  the  churches  might  easily  result  in  a 
study  effort  which  was  too  ecclesio-centric  ; the  problem  of  language  needed  to  be 
examined.  In  what  ways  can  the  doctrine  of  Chalcedon  be  expressed  today  ? 

The  Working  Committee  agreed  to  authorise  the  consultation  in  1969.  The 
proposed  list  of  names  and  speakers  was  reviewed.  Several  additional  suggestions 
were  made. 

Studies  on  Worship 

Dr.  ViscHER  reminded  the  Working  Committee  of  the  present  stage  of  studies 
in  this  field  (cf.  Bristol  Minutes,  Paper  No.  51,  p.  12  f.,  also  above  p.  9).  The 
Secretariat,  especially  Archpriest  Borovoy,  had  worked  on  two  consultations 
which  took  place  in  April  and  May  1968.  The  first  gave  an  opportunity  of 
exchange  of  view  between  the  Vatican  Consilium  for  the  Reform  of  the  Liturgy 
and  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  on  Worship.  It  was  rather  successful  and 
resulted  in  the  following  recommendations  : 

(1)  that  in  further  Faith  and  Order  discussions  the  general  issues  of  worship  and 
sacraments  be  taken  up  in  close  contact  with  Roman  Catholic  scholars, 
especially  experts  from  the  Consilium  on  the  Reform  of  Liturgy.  Meetings 
on  such  issues  should  be  organised  to  include  representatives  of  youth. 

(2)  that  either  a joint  commission  be  formed  comparable  to  the  Theological 
Commission  on  Catholicity  and  Apostolicity,  or  that  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  on  Worship  be  expanded  to  include  representatives  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  as  full  members.  In  this  connection  it  is  hoped  that 
Faith  and  Order  will  establish  closer  relations  with  the  liturgical  commissions 
of  WCC  member  churches. 
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(3)  that  ways  may  be  found  to  provide  a fuller  exchange  between  the  various 
churches  on  issues  discussed  by  the  Consilium  on  the  Reform  of  Liturgy. 
The  Consilium  has  already  taken  a step  by  inviting  observers  from  some  non- 
Roman  communions  to  its  plenary  sessions.  It  is  suggested  that  observers 
might  also  participate  in  the  work  of  some  sub-groups  and  that  the  Faith 
and  Order  Secretariat  provide  liturgical  commissions  of  WCC  member 
churches  with  information  about  the  Roman  Catholic  liturgical  reform. 

(4)  that  without  delay  the  issue  of  lectionaries  be  examined  by  a special  consul- 
tation. 

(5)  that  the  joint  team  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  the  Week  of  Prayer 
for  Christian  Unity  be  enlarged  and  equipped  to  work  on  proposals  and 
orders  for  ecumenical  services. 

(6)  that  increased  attention  be  given  to  the  problems  connected  with  intercom- 
munion. 

The  second  meeting  gathered  the  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
on  Worship  and  served  a double  purpose.  On  the  one  hand  it  produced  the 
“Emerging  Consensus  on  the  Eucharist”  which  had  been  asked  for  by  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol  and  which  in  the  meantime  had  been  considered 
and  welcomed  by  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Faith  and  Order  (published  under 
the  title  “The  Eucharist  in  Ecumenical  Thought,”  Study  Encounter,  IV,  No.  3). 
On  the  other  hand  it  prepared  a study  outline  on  “Baptism,  Confirmation  and 
the  Eucharist”,  the  study  proposed  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Bristol. 
This  outline  was  now  available  and  ready  to  be  submitted  to  regional  groups 
for  discussion  and  comment  {Study  Encounter,  IV,  No.  4). 

There  was  a short  discussion  of  this  outline.  The  chairman  indicated  that 
this  study  was  coming  at  the  right  moment.  There  was  a serious  re-thinking  of 
this  subject  taking  place  within  American  Methodism  and  within  the  Consultation 
on  Church  Union  (COCU).  Miss  Howard  said  that  the  same  was  true  for  the 
Church  of  England  ; the  Confirmation  Rubric  was  being  widely  discussed.  Dom 
Lanne  underlined  the  fact  that  there  was  also  considerable  discussion  within 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church ; the  understanding  of  confirmation  was  not  clear 
in  all  respects.  Principal  Davies  spoke  about  the  difficulties  in  connection  with 
this  subject  which  occur  in  almost  all  union  negotiations.  Professor  Florovsky 
pointed  to  the  difference  in  practice  between  East  and  West ; the  question  was 
how  these  two  traditions  could  be  related  to  each  other.  Archpriest  Borovoy 
thought  that  these  traditions  could  be  fruitfully  related  to  one  another.  His 
students  at  Leningrad  had  sometimes  asked  that  a kind  of  confirmation  be  intro- 
duced in  the  Orthodox  Church.  They  felt  that  the  present  practice  of  baptism 
and  chrismation  did  not  provide  an  opportunity  to  confirm  one’s  Christian  com- 
mitment. He  felt  that  the  difficulty  of  the  Western  practice  resided  in  the  fact  that 
the  sacrament  of  baptism  had  been  divided  into  two  sacraments  — baptism  and 
confirmation.  As  long  as  confirmation  did  not  diminish  the  meaning  of  baptism 
there  could  be  much  value  in  it. 

After  further  discussion  it  was  decided  to  use  the  outline  prepared  by  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  on  Worship  for  distribution  among  regional  groups. 
Comments  should  be  sent  in  until  the  end  of  1969.  A further  consultation  was 
to  be  held  in  1970  to  consider  the  various  contributions  and  to  work  out  a report 
for  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission. 
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The  Working  Committee  then  discussed  the  use  to  be  made  of  the  “The 
Emerging  Consensus  on  the  Eucharist”  (“The  Eucharist  in  Ecumenical  Thought”). 
It  was  suggested  that  it  should  be  published  and  circulated  as  widely  as  possible. 
Careful  attention  should  be  given  to  the  possibility  of  producing  a popular 
booklet  interpreting  this  consensus  in  different  languages  and  countries  (cf.  Bristol 
Minutes,  Paper  No.  51,  p.  13). 

The  discussion  then  turned  to  the  follow-up  of  Section  V of  the  Uppsala 
Assembly  “Worship”.  Professor  Meyendorff  strongly  urged  the  Working 
Committee  to  take  up  the  subject  of  this  Section  and  to  include  it  in  the  study  pro- 
gramme of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  Professor  Skoglund  felt  that  this 
subject  gave  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the  relation  of  faith  and  secularisation. 
Dr.  ViscHER  suggested  that  the  theme  of  Section  V should  be  discussed  at  the  next 
meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Worship  Commission  in  1969 ; a number  of 
consultants  especially  competent  in  this  field  should  be  invited.  Some  represen- 
tatives of  the  younger  generation  should  also  be  present.  It  was  agreed  to  accept 
this  proposal  and  to  authorize  the  staff  to  proceed  along  these  lines. 

There  was  general  agreement  that  a fresh  study  of  intercommunion  was  to  be 
undertaken  and  the  Secretariat  was  asked  to  initiate  it  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  Assembly  Committee  on  Faith  and  Order. 


Studies  with  Roman  Catholics 

The  decision  of  the  Assembly  to  elect  Roman  Catholic  theologians  as  full 
members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  will  certainly  affect  Roman  Catholic 
participation  in  the  various  studies  (see  above,  pp.  7,11).  Roman  Catholics  will 
share  in  almost  all  the  studies  initiated  by  the  Commission.  There  is,  however, 
the  study  on  Catholicity  and  Apostolicity  which  had  been  started  two  years  ago 
and  which  has  not  yet  been  completed  (see  Bristol  Minutes,  Paper  No.  51,  p.  8). 
Dr.  ViscHER  reported  on  the  results  so  far  achieved.  Since  the  last  meeting  of 
the  Working  Committee  two  meetings  had  been  held,  one  in  December,  1967, 
and  another  in  June,  1968.  The  group  produced  a short  statement  giving  the 
common  understanding  of  the  two  notions.  In  a series  of  appendices  possibilities 
of  further  inquiry  are  outlined.  The  text  of  this  document  was  not  yet  available 
but  it  was  hoped  that  it  would  be  ready  before  long.  The  group  is  of  the  opinion 
that  this  document  is  not  yet  sufficiently  mature  for  wide  distribution.  It  was 
suggested  to  circulate  it  among  a number  of  interested  people  and  then  to  submit 
it  to  a consultation  of  25  or  30  participants.  There  are  also  plans  to  publish  the 
papers  which  have  been  contributed  to  the  study. 

The  Working  Committee  welcomed  the  suggestions  made.  The  chairman 
recommended  that  some  thought  be  given  to  the  relation  between  the  report  of 
Section  I and  the  document  elaborated  by  this  group.  Their  close  relation  should 
be  kept  in  mind.  Dom  Lanne,  who  had  been  one  of  the  Roman  Catholic  members 
of  the  group,  spoke  briefly  on  the  work  done  in  the  course  of  the  three  sessions 
which  had  been  held.  He  felt  that  the  atmosphere  in  the  group  had  been  increas- 
ingly open  and  constructive  and  expressed  the  hope  that  such  studies  might  be 
continued  in  some  form.  Professor  Meyendorff,  who  had  also  participated  in 
the  study,  supported  this  suggestion.  He  thought  that  problems  like  the  ministry, 
canon  law,  etc.,  might  be  promising  areas  of  investigation. 
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Church  Union  Negotiations 

There  was  a brief  discussion  on  the  responsibility  of  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  in  the  field  of  church  union  negotiations.  The  consultation  on 
church  union  negotiations  held  at  Bossey  in  1967  had  made  several  recommenda- 
tions. Among  other  things  it  had  suggested  that  meetings  of  this  kind  be  arranged 
at  regular  intervals.  The  next  gathering  is  to  take  place  not  later  than  1970.  Of 
course,  a meeting  bringing  together  representatives  from  united  churches  and 
union  negotiations  in  all  parts  of  the  world  involves  considerable  expense ; the 
present  budget  does  not  allow  for  it.  Therefore  the  Secretariat  has  begun  to  build 
up  a special  fund.  It  is  still  very  small  but  it  is  hoped  that  further  contributions 
can  be  made  available. 

The  consultation  at  Bossey  had  addressed  some  recommendations  to  World 
Confessional  Families.  These  recommendations  have  been  taken  very  seriously 
by  some  of  them  and  it  will  be  important  to  include  them  in  the  preparations 
for  the  next  meeting. 

Dr.  Moede  has  continued  the  series  of  surveys  on  church  union  negotiations. 
His  survey  covering  the  years  1965-67  has  appeared  in  the  last  issue  of  the  Ecume- 
nical Review  (July  1968).  In  the  course  of  his  research  on  recent  developments 
in  this  field  he  has  prepared  some  other  documents  : a list  of  negotiations  now 
in  progress,  a list  of  negotiations  for  union  already  completed,  a list  of  secretaries 
of  union  committees.  The  Working  Committee  suggested  that  the  Secretariat 
should  send  these  documents  together  with  a covering  letter  to  all  secretaries 
of  union  committees  ; it  was  important  to  maintain  regular  contact  with  all 
committees. 

Principal  Davies  felt  that  the  idea  of  covenanting  for  union  needed  further 
exploration  ; the  idea  might  recommend  itself  to  churches  in  many  countries. 

Easter  Date 

Pastor  Groscurth  gave  a report  on  the  present  state  of  the  inquiry  with  the 
member  churches.  A little  more  than  half  of  the  WCC  constituency  had  responded 
to  the  questionnaire  which  had  been  sent  out.  The  large  majority  had  expressed 
preference  for  a fixed  date  in  April  (Sunday  following  the  second  Saturday  of 
April).  A substantial  minority  were  of  the  opinion  that  a common  date  should 
be  established  on  the  basis  of  the  calculation  now  in  use.  The  result  of  the  inquiry 
had  been  reported  to  the  Central  Committee  of  the  World  Council  at  its  meeting 
at  Heraklion  (1967)  and  a resolution  was  passed  urging  the  churches  which  had 
not  yet  sent  in  their  reply  to  do  so  without  delay  (see  Minutes  of  the  Central 
Committee,  p.  55).  Some  further  replies  had  come  in  since  but  the  general 
picture  had  not  been  changed  by  them.  The  Secretariat  felt  that  it  was  now 
necessary  to  consult  a number  of  specialists  on  this  matter  and  to  explore  next 
steps  with  their  help.  The  Working  Committee  agreed  with  this  suggestion. 

Week  of  Prayer  for  Christian  Unity 

The  collaboration  agreed  upon  during  the  consultation  on  the  future  of  the 
Week  of  Prayer  held  in  Geneva  in  October,  1966  (see  Zagorsk  Minutes,  1966, 
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Paper  No.  48,  pp.  5 ff.)  is  becoming  more  and  more  visible.  Since  that  meeting 
the  leaflet  for  the  Week  of  Prayer  has  been  prepared  by  a team  of  about  12  people. 
At  the  last  meeting  the  wish  for  additional  material  was  expressed.  Dom  Lanne 
and  Pastor  Biirki  were  already  working  on  a collection  of  prayers  for  unity  and 
it  was  hoped  that  this  little  book  could  be  published  before  long.  It  was  suggested 
that  a number  of  orders  of  service  should  be  worked  out  and  made  available. 
At  its  next  meeting  the  team,  enlarged  for  this  purpose,  will  give  attention  to  this 
suggestion.  An  edition  of  the  leaflet  especially  designed  for  Orthodox  countries 
was  also  envisaged.  Professor  Meyendorff  asked  whether  the  Week  of  Prayer 
could  not  be  more  fully  used  for  spreading  information  about  the  Faith  and 
Order  Movement. 

Contacts  with  Muslim  People 

Dr.  ViscHER  briefly  reported  on  a conversation  with  a small  group  of  Muslim 
theologians  initiated  last  March  in  Geneva.  It  has  been  a most  interesting  discus- 
sion and  the  group  had  expressed  the  desire  to  continue  these  contacts.  There 
were  plans  to  repeat  this  experience  but  it  was  clearly  understood  that  these 
contacts  did  not  belong  to  the  sphere  of  Faith  and  Order  activities.  The  newly 
appointed  secretary  for  the  study  on  the  Word  of  God  and  the  living  faiths  of 
men  was  the  appropriate  person  to  accept  responsibility  for  such  dialogue. 

Publications 

Pastor  Groscurth  enumerated  the  Faith  and  Order  publications  since  the 
last  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee. 

The  complete  minutes  of  the  Commission  meeting  at  Bristol  were  published 
by  the  World  Council  {New  Directions  in  Faith  and  Order ^ Faith  and  Order  Paper 
No.  50).  There  has  also  been  an  off-print  of  the  six  study  documents  received 
by  the  Commission  {Faith  and  Order  Studies  1964-1967 ) . These  study  documents 
have  also  been  published  in  German : Bristol  1967  {Beiheft  1 18  of  the  Okumenische 
Rundschau)  and  in  French : Nouveaute  dans  Vcecumenisme  (Les  Presses  de  Taize). 
The  papers  which  were  contributed  to  the  study  in  the  “Significance  of  the 
Ancient  Councils  for  the  Ecumenical  Movement”  have  been  published  as  an 
issue  of  World  Council  Studies  in  both  English  and  German  {Councils  and  the 
Ecumenical  Movement  ; Konzile  und  die  okumenische  Bewegung).  The  papers  of 
the  Patristic  study  group  on  St.  Basil  will  come  out  in  French  as  a special  issue 
of  Verbum  Caro. 

The  list  of  future  publications  may  include  the  papers  on  unity  (see  above 
p.  14),  the  popular  booklet  on  the  Eucharist  (see  above  p.  26),  etc. 

Finance 

Finally,  with  regard  to  finance.  Pastor  Groscurth  reported  on  our  condition. 
The  budget  for  1968  is  $71,540.  The  amount  available  for  staff  travel  this  year 
is  exceptionally  small ; it  is  restricted  to  about  $1,500.  Many  of  the  studies  over 
the  past  years  have  been  possible  only  through  the  Programme  Projects  Fund ; 
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it  is  very  decisive  that  this  fund  should  be  continued  for  the  period  between  the 
Fourth  and  the  Fifth  Assembly.  Experience  has  shown  that  the  meetings  of  the 
Faith  and  Order  Commission  involve  considerable  additional  expense.  It  was, 
therefore,  decided  to  increase  the  sum  annually  reserved  for  the  meeting  of  the 
Commission.  Now  $5,000  are  set  aside  each  year  for  this  purpose. 

Future  Meetings 

After  considering  various  possibilities,  it  was  decided  to  fix  the  dates  for  the 
next  meeting  of  the  Working  Committee  for  August  4-9,  1969;  the  place  could 
not  yet  be  finally  chosen.  There  was  a lengthy  discussion  on  the  dates  of  the 
next  meeting  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission.  According  to  the  Constitution 
it  would  normally  have  to  meet  in  1970.  Many  ecumenical  meetings  are  envisaged 
for  that  year,  however,  and  as  so  much  of  the  study  work  has  been  delayed  by  the 
preparations  for  the  Assembly  there  is  little  time  left.  Advantages  and  disadvan- 
tages of  1970  and  1971  were  mentioned  and  it  was  finally  agreed  to  fix  the  meeting 
for  1971,  most  likely  in  the  first  half  of  August. 

Closing  Actions 

The  chairman  of  the  Working  Committee,  Professor  Nelson,  expressed 
thanks  and  appreciation  to  the  various  people  who  had  had  a part  in  preparation 
for  the  meeting,  for  the  hospitality  of  our  hosts,  and  the  staff  work  which  had 
been  done.  The  chairman  of  the  Commission,  Bishop  Harms,  closed  with 
prayer.  The  meeting  was  adjourned  on  Tuesday,  July  23,  at  10  p.m. 
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The  Rev.  Frank  L.  Cuttriss  (Anglican  Church  in  Australia),  St.  James’  Church,  King 
Street,  Sydney  2000,  NSW,  Australia. 

Prof.  Wilhelm  Dantine  (Evangelical  Church  of  the  Augsburg  Confession  in  Austria), 
Bartensteingasse  14,  1010  Vienna,  Austria. 
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♦The  Rev.  R.  E.  Davies  (Methodist  Church,  Great  Britain),  11  Northover  Road,  West- 
bury-on-Trym,  Bristol,  England. 

Dr.  Peter  Day  (Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Executive  Council  of  the  Episcopal  Church, 
815  Second  Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y.  10017,  USA. 

♦Prof.  John  Deschner  (United  Methodist  Church,  USA),  Southern  Methodist  Univer- 
sity, Dallas,  Texas  75222,  USA. 

The  Rev.  Bernard  Dupuy,  OP  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Istina,  45  rue  de  la  Glaci6re, 
75  Paris  III®,  France. 

The  Rev.  Prof.  E.  R.  Fairweather  (Anglican  Church  of  Canada),  Trinity  College, 
Hoskin  Avenue,  Toronto  5,  Ont.,  Canada. 

Dr.  Ellen  Flesseman-Van  Leer  (Netherlands  Reformed  Church),  Amstelhoven  10, 
Amstelveen,  Netherlands. 

Mrs.  Fran^oise  Florentin-Smyth  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  9 Alice  de  I’Univer- 
sit6,  92  Issy-les-Moulineaux,  France. 

The  Very  Rev.  Prof.  Georges  Florovsky  (Greek  Orthodox  Archdiocese  of  North  and 
South  America,  Ecumenical  Patriarchate),  Department  of  Religion,  Princeton  Univer- 
sity, 1879  Hall,  No.  414,  Princeton,  N.J.  08540,  USA. 

♦Prof.  Haakon  Flottorp  (Church  of  Norway),  Kristinsvei  32,  Kristiansand  S,  Norway. 

The  Rev.  John  Gatu  (Presbyterian  Church  of  East  Africa),  Presbyterian  Church  Oflace, 
P.O.  Box  8268,  Nairobi,  Kenya,  East  Africa. 

The  Rev.  Principal  A.  R.  George  (Methodist  Church,  Great  Britain),  2,  College  House, 
Richmond  College,  Surrey,  England. 

Prof.  JusTO  Gonzalez  (United  Methodist  Church),  Evangelical  Seminary  of  Puerto  Rico, 
P.O.  Box  426,  Rio  Piedras,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico  00928,  USA. 

Bishop  Gregorius  (Coptic  Orthodox  Church),  Anba  Rueiss  Building,  Ramses  Avenue, 
Abbassiya,  Cairo,  Egypt. 

♦Prof.  Warren  F.  Groff  (Church  of  the  Brethren,  USA),  Bethany  Theological  Seminary, 
Cor.  Butterfield  and  Meyers  Roads,  Oak  Brook,  111.60523,  USA. 

Prof.  Ferdinand  Hahn  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : United),  Johannes  Guten- 
berg-Universitat,  Evangelisch-Theologische  Fakultat,  Saarstrasse  21,  65  Mainz, 
Germany. 

The  Rev.  Johannes  Hamel  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  : United),  Bethgestrasse  10, 
Naumburg/Saale,  Germany  (DDR). 

Sister  Madeleine- Marie  Handy  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Cameroon),  Christian  Educa- 
tion Office,  B.P.  519,  Yaounde,  Cameroon. 

Prof.  Robert  T.  Handy  (American  Baptist  Convention),  Union  Theological  Seminary, 
Broadway  at  120th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

Dr.  Vincent  G.  Harding  (Mennonite  Church),  Department  of  History,  Spelman 
College,  Atlanta,  Ga.  30314,  USA. 

Prof.  Edward  R.  Hardy  (Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Berkeley  Divinity  School,  140  Pros- 
pect Street,  New  Haven,  Conn.  06511,  USA. 

Prof.  George  Hendry  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.  08540,  USA. 

Dr.  Earle  Hilgert  (Seventh-Day  Adventist  Church),  Andrews  University,  Berrian 
Springs,  Mich.  49104,  USA. 

The  Rev.  Prof.  P.  B.  Hinchliff  (Church  of  the  Province  of  South  Africa),  Rhodes 
University,  Grahamstown,  C.  P.,  South  Africa. 
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♦Miss  Christian  Howard  (Church  of  England)  Coneysthorpe,  York,  England. 

The  Rev.  David  Jenkins  (Church  of  England),  Queen’s  College,  Oxford,  England. 

Dr.  Richard  Jungkuntz  (Lutheran  Church  — Missouri  Synod),  210  North  Broadway, 
St.  Louis,  Mo.  63102,  USA. 

Archimandrite  Georges  Khodr  (Greek  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Antioch),  Eglise  Mar- 
Elias,  A1  Mina,  Tripoli,  Lebanon. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Josiah  Kibira  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  Tanzania),  P.O.  Box  98, 
Bukoba,  Tanzania,  East  Africa. 

Dr.  K.  Kitamori  (United  Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  Christian  Centre  Building,  2 4- 
chome,  Ginza,  Chuo-ku,  Tokyo,  Japan. 

Prof.  Gerassimos  Konidaris  (Church  of  Greece),  84  Academy  Street,  Athens,  Greece. 

Dr.  Kosuke  Koyama  (Church  of  Christ,  Thailand),  Trinity  Theological  College,  6 Mount 
Sophia,  Singapore  9. 

Dr.  Mesrob  K.  Krikorian  (Armenian  Orthodox  Church),  Armenische  Kirche,  Kolonitz- 
gasse  11,  1030  Vienna,  Austria. 

Bishop  Werner  Krusche  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany:  Lutheran),  Hegelstr.  1, 
301  Magdeburg,  Germany  (DDR). 

Dr.  Ulrich  Kuhn  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : Lutheran),  Denkmalsblick  17, 
703  Leipzig,  Germany  (DDR). 

The  Rev.  Prof.  G.W.H.  Lampe  (Church  of  England),  The  Black  Hostelry,  Ely,  Camb., 
England. 

♦Dom  Emmanuel  Lanne,  OSB  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Via  del  Babuino  149, 
00189  Rome,  Italy. 

♦Prof.  William  H.  Lazareth  (Lutheran  Church  in  America),  Lutheran  Theological 
Seminary,  7238  Boyer  Street,  Philadelphia,  Pa.  19119,  USA. 

The  Rev.  J.  P.  Lee-Woolf  (Congregational  Church  of  England  and  Wales),  Annandale, 
North  End  Road,  Golders  Green,  London,  N.W.  11,  England. 

Dr.  Bela  Lesko  (United  Lutheran  Church  of  Argentina),  Facultad  Luterana  de  Teologia, 
Caspar  Campos  6151,  Jos6  C.  Paz,  FCNGSM,  Argentina. 

Prof.  T.  S.  Liefeld  (American  Lutheran  Church),  Capital  University,  Columbus  9,  Ohio, 
USA. 

Prof.  John  Macquarrie  (Episcopal  Church,  USA),  Union  Theological  Seminary,  Broad- 
way at  120th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  T.  Mar  Athanasius  (Mar  Thoma  Syrian  Church  of  Malabar),  Sion  Hill 
Aramana,  Kottayam,  Kerala,  South  India. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Inayat  Masih  (Church  of  India,  Pakistan,  Burma  and  Ceylon),  Bishop 
of  Lahore,  Bishopsbourne,  Cathedral  Close,  Lahore,  W.  Pakistan. 

The  Rev.  Prof.  Donald  Mathers  (United  Church  of  Canada),  Queen’s  Theological 
College,  Kingston,  Ont.,  Canada. 

Prof.  Goro  Mayeda  (Non-Church  Movement,  Japan),  227  Akatsutsumi-1,  Setagaya-ku, 
Tokyo,  Japan. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  John  Mbiti  (Church  of  the  Province  of  Uganda,  Rwanda  and  Burundi), 
Makarere  University  College,  Box  262,  Kampala,  Uganda,  East  Africa. 

President  James  I.  McCord  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Princeton  Theological 
Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.  08540,  USA. 

♦Prof.  Jorge  Medina  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Universidad  Romana  Catolica, 
Santiago  de  Chile,  Chile. 
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♦Prof.  Roger  Mehl  (Reformed  Church  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine),  6 rue  Blessig,  67  Stras- 
bourg, France. 

♦Prof.  Jose  Miguez-Bonino  (Methodist  Church  in  Argentina),  Camacua  282,  Buenos 
Aires  6,  Argentina. 

Prof.  Einar  Molland  (Church  of  Norway),  Jacob  Aals  gt.  45  b,  Oslo,  Norway. 

Prof.  Jurgen  Moltmann  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : Reformed),  Seminar  der 
Evangelisch-Theologischen  Fakultat,  Liebermeisterstrasse  12,  74  Tubingen,  Germany. 

Prof.  Dale  Moody  (Southern  Baptist  Convention,  USA),  2825  Lexington  Road,  Louis- 
ville, Kentucky  40206,  USA. 

♦The  Rt.  Rev.  Michel  Moudjugin  (Orthodox  Church  of  Russia),  PI.  12  March  No.  6, 
Astrakhan  13,  USSR. 

Dean  Walter  G.  Muelder  (United  Methodist  Church,  USA),  745  Commonwealth 
Avenue,  Boston,  Mass.  02215,  USA. 

Prof.  Emerito  Nacpil  (Methodist  Church),  Union  Theological  Seminary,  P.O.  Box  841, 
Manila,  Philippines. 

♦The  Rt.  Rev.  Lesslie  Newbigin  (Church  of  South  India),  Box  702,  Cathedral,  Madras  6, 
India. 

♦The  Rev.  Seth  Nomenyo  (Evangelical  Church  of  Togo),  25  rue  Alsace-Lorraine,  Lome, 
Togo,  West  Africa. 

The  Rev.  Daniel  Palma  (Pentecostal  Church  of  Chile),  Comunidad  Teologica  Evan- 
g61ica  de  Chile,  Calle  Dieciocho  784,  Casillas  14025  y 7023,  Santiago,  Chile. 

Prof.  Jaroslav  J.  Pelikan  (Lutheran  Church  — Missouri  Synod),  Yale  Divinity  School, 
409  Prospect  Street,  New  Haven,  Conn.  06511,  USA. 

Prof.  Per  E.  Persson  (Church  of  Sweden),  Per  Henrik  Lings  vag  3,  Lund,  Sweden. 

The  Rev.  Principal  John  Radha  Krishan  (Methodist  Church  of  Southern  Asia),  Leonard 
Theological  College,  Jabalpur,  M.P.,  India. 

The  Rev.  Victor  Rakotoarimanana  (Evangelical  Church  of  Madagascar),  Ambohi- 
jatovo-Avaratra,  Tananarive,  Madagascar. 

The  Rev.  Prof.  Samuel  Rayan  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Lumen  Institute,  Ernakulam, 
Kerala,  India. 

Prof.  Joseph  Ratzinger  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Friedrich-Dannenmann-Strasse  22, 
74  Tubingen,  Germany. 

The  Rev.  Prof.  J.K.S.  Reid  (Church  of  Scotland),  Don  House,  46  Don  Street,  Aberdeen, 
Scotland. 

Prof.  Harald  Riesenfeld  (Church  of  Sweden),  Box  511,  751  20  Uppsala,  Sweden. 

Provost  Patrick  C.  Rodger  (Episcopal  Church  in  Scotland),  8,  Landsdowne  Crescent, 
Edinburgh  12,  Scotland. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Ross  (Presbyterian  Church  of  England),  64  Wildwood  Road,  London,  N.W. 
11,  England. 

The  Rev.  Horace  O.  Russell  (Jamaica  Baptist  Union),  United  Theological  College, 
P.O.  Box  154,  Mona,  Kingston  7,  West  Indies. 

♦The  Rev.  Prof.  V.  C.  Samuel  (Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of  the  East),  Theological  College 
of  the  Holy  Trinity,  Post  Box  No.  665,  Addis  Ababa,  Ethiopia. 

♦Bishop  Karekin  Sarkissian  (Armenian  Orthodox  Church),  Armenian  Theological 
Seminary,  Catholicosate  of  Cilicia,  Amelias,  Lebanon. 
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Prof.  V.  Sarytchev  (Orthodox  Church  of  Russia),  18/2  Ryleeva,  Moscow  G-34,  USSR. 

♦The  Rev.  Prof.  H.  A.  E.  Sawyerr  (Church  of  the  Province  of  West  Africa),  Fourah 
Bay  College,  Freetown,  Sierra  Leone. 

Prof.  E.  W.  L.  ScHLiNK  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : Lutheran),  Plankengasse  1, 
69  Heidelberg,  Germany. 

Prof.  Eduard  Schweizer  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation),  Pilgerweg  8,  8044  Zurich, 
Switzerland. 

Mr.  Pribislav  Simic  (Serbian  Orthodox  Church),  Seminary  St.  Bava,  Mija  Kovacevic 
Str.  11,  Belgrade,  Yugoslavia. 

The  Rev.  David  G.  Simmers  (Presbyterian  Church,  New  Zealand),  272  A Te  Atatu  Road, 
Te  Atatu,  Auckland,  New  Zealand. 

The  Rev.  K.  Sitompul  (Protestant  Christian  Batak  Church),  Council  of  Churches  in 
Indonesia,  Salemba  Ray  10,  Djakarta  4/3,  Indonesia. 

♦Prof.  John  E.  Skoglund  (American  Baptist  Convention),  Colgate-Rochester  Divinity 
School,  Rochester,  N.Y.  14620,  USA. 

♦Prof.  Josef  Smolik  (Evangelical  Church  of  the  Czech  Brethren),  Belgicka  22,  Prague  2, 
Czechoslovakia. 

The  Rev.  Principal  C.  S.  Song  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Formosa),  Tainan  Theological 
College,  Tainan,  Taiwan. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  C.  S.  Spivey,  Jr.  (African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church),  National  Council 
of  Churches,  Room  552,  475  Riverside  Drive,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

Prof.  Kurt  Stalder  (Old  Catholic  Church,  Switzerland),  Schwarztorstrasse  35,  3007 
Bern,  Switzerland. 

♦The  Rev.  Dr.  William  Stewart  (Church  of  Scotland),  Manse  of  Lecropt,  Bridge  of 
Allen,  Stirlingshire,  Scotland. 

Dean  Nam  Dong  Suh  (Presbyterian  Church  of  the  Republic  of  Korea),  College  of 
Theology,  Yonsei  University,  Seoul,  Korea. 

♦The  Rev.  Dr.  Theophilus  M.  Taylor  (United  Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Room  1023, 
475  Riverside  Drive,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

Prof.  Seppo  a.  Teinonen  (Church  of  Finland),  Suohaukantie  8,  Karakallio,  Finland. 

The  Rev.  Th.  Tshibangu  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  University  Lovanium  de  Kinshasa, 
Kinshasa  XI,  Republique  du  Congo. 

Prof.  II.  Tsonevsky  (Orthodox  Church  of  Bulgaria),  Oborishte  9,  Sofia  4,  Bulgaria. 

The  Rev.  Dr.  Erwin  Valyi-Nagy  (Reformed  Church  of  Hungary),  Hankdczy  ut  11, 
Budapest  II,  Hungary. 

The  Rev.  Principal  Paul  Verghese  (Orthodox  Syrian  Church),  Syrian  Orthodox  Theolo- 
gical Seminary,  Kottayam,  Kerala,  India. 

Prof.  Valdo  Vinay  (Waldensian  Church,  Italy),  Via  Pietro  Cossa  42,  Rome,  Italy. 

Prof.  L.  Voronov  (Orthodox  Church  of  Russia),  Academy  of  Theology,  17  Obvodny 
Canal,  Leningrad  C 167,  USSR. 

Prof.  Gunther  Wagner  (Baptist  Church,  Germany),  Baptist  Theological  Seminary, 
8803  Riischlikon  (ZH),  Switzerland. 

Dr.  W.  M.  S.  West  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland),  18,  Gurney  Court  Rd, 
St.  Albans,  Herts.,  England. 

The  Rev.  W.  G.  Wickremasinghe  (Baptist  Union  of  Ceylon),  Carey  College,  28  Kynsey 
Road,  Colombo  8,  Ceylon. 
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Prof.  Colin  W.  Williams  (Methodist  Church  of  Australasia),  Divinity  School,  Swift 
Hall,  University  of  Chicago,  Chicago,  111.  60637,  USA. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  G.  O.  Williams,  Bishop  of  Bangor  (Church  in  Wales),  Ty’r  Esgob,  Bangor, 
Caernarvonshire,  N.  Wales,  Gt.  Britain. 

Prof.  J.  Rodman  Williams  (Presbyterian  Church,  USA),  Austin  Presbyterian  Theolo- 
gical Seminary,  100  East  27th  Street,  Austin,  Texas  78705,  USA. 

Prof.  Gustaf  F.  Wingren  (Church  of  Sweden),  Vintergatan  2 c,  Lund,  Sweden. 

♦Prof.  Hans-Heinrich  Wolf  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany : United),  Abteilung  fiir 
Evangelische  Theologie  der  Ruhr-Universitat  Bochum,  Postfach  2148,  463  Bochum, 
Germany. 

Aba  G.  Madhin  Yohanns  (Ethiopian  Orthodox  Church),  Box  No.  1283,  Addis  Ababa, 
Ethiopia. 

Prof.  Norman  Young  (Methodist  Church  of  Australasia),  Queen’s  College,  Parkville 
3053  Vic.,  Australia. 


LIAISON  OFFICERS 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Ralph  Dean  {pro  tempore)  (Anglican  Communion),  21  Chester  Street, 
London,  S.W.  1,  England. 

Dr.  Duke  K.  McCall  (Baptist  World  Alliance),  Southern  Baptist  Theological  Seminary, 
2825  Lexington  Road,  Louisville,  Ky,  40206,  USA. 

Dr.  Roger  Shinn  (International  Congregational  Council),  Union  Theological  Seminary, 
Broadway  at  120th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.  10027,  USA. 

Bishop  William  R.  Cannon  (World  Methodist  Council),  1307  Glenwood  Avenue, 
Raleigh,  N.C.  27605,  USA. 

Bishop  H.  G.  A.  Gregorius  (Oriental  Orthodox  Churches),  Bishop  of  Higher  Studies, 
Coptic  Culture  and  Scientific  Research,  Anba  Rueiss  Bid.,  Ramses  Avenue,  Abbassiya, 
Cairo,  UAR. 

Fr.  JEROME  Hamer  (Roman  Catholic  Church),  Secretariat  for  Promoting  Christian  Unity, 
Via  dell’Erba  1,  00120  Vatican,  Italy. 

The  Rev.  Richmond  Smith  (World  Alliance  of  Reformed  Churches),  150  route  de 
Femey,  1211  Geneva  20,  Switzerland. 


RESEARCH  CONSULTANTS 

Prof.  Paul  S.  Minear  (United  Church  of  Christ,  USA),  247  St.  Ronan  Street,  New 
Haven,  Conn.  06511,  USA. 

Prof.  Kristen  E.  Skydsgaard  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  Denmark),  St.  Kanni- 
kestraede  11,  2 Copenhagen  K,  Denmark. 

Fr^re  Max  Thurian  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  Communaut6  de  Taiz6,  71  Taiz6 
(S.-et-L.),  France. 

Dr.  J.  A.  Van  Wyck  (Dutch  Reformed  Church),  P.  O.  Sovenga,  Transvaal,  Republic 
of  South  Africa. 
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